The problem of political corruption is quite acute for all countries. Often, methods to counter this phenomenon are not effective. Sometimes, this happens because of the specifics of political corruption: it is practically legitimate in the view of citizens. Society perceives it as a "necessary" element of the political struggle. At the same time, it undermines the democratic the basic foundations of the state, leads to the fact that constitutional rights of citizens become only declarative. This is even more dangerous as only few subject categories are involved in corruption offenses, thus it is "latent" and not obvious to most citizens.
Introduction
Corruption has been known in all periods of peoples' evolution and in all socio-political formations. The issue of spreading and counteraction of criminality acquired not only national, but also global significance in the 2000s. Society is now aware of real danger corruption causes. It is already known that manifestations of corruption are found both in totalitarian and democratic states, both in economically and politically underdeveloped countries, and even in superpowers. Today we can say that corruption is global.
Many well-known Western researchers paid increased attention studying corruption. It is interesting to note that many approaches have not lost their relevance today. Niccolò Machiavelli, who compared corruption with phthisis, saying that it is difficult to recognize, but it is still easier to treat immediately, otherwise it is extremely difficult to cure 1 is a good example.
The complexity of countering corruption is justified with the fact that corruption relations are not homogeneous. In other words, they arise and exist in various spheres of each state society's life, their subjects are various, the goals are also very distinguish. It is possible to classify corruption activities by the spheres of manifestation: economic, administrative and managerial, social, political corruption. Today, there is a world tendency to politicize corrupt relations. This is an exact object of this research paper.
Political corruption is a corruptive or corruption-related form of political struggle of the ruling or opposition elites, parties, groups, corporations or individuals for power, has an active relationship with the corruption of the civil servants. This type of corruption can not only destroy fundamental democratic processes 2 , but also undermine constitutional and legal foundations of state power, as well as its authority inside the country and internationally.
It is worth noting that earlier the purpose of corruption was to obtain material benefits. Today it is not only and not so much the desire to get material gain, as political enrichment, i.e. the conquest and retention of power in order to be able to influence the adoption of certain political decisions.
Political corruption is the most effective form of power struggle. Moreover, it undermines the ability of the state to effectively manage, undermines the foundations of democracy, what sooner or later leads to increasing of public discontent. The fight against this type of corruption is a difficult task. Society perceives it as inherent part of political struggle, as a kind of objectively established phenomenon. Political struggle for power is perceived by people as an ordinary phenomenon assumed by the very nature of a political party 3 , and therefore political corruption often does not cause a negative public reaction to those, who are engaged in political activities. The problem is aggravated with the fact that it is highly latent phenomenon; less number of individuals makes it less obvious to the general public and determines its features.
Another distinctive feature of political corruption is that it is often not materially embodied, and is expressed only in providing support for a particular political group, a political decision, etc. Moreover, there may be a significant time gap between the act and the receipt of an unlawful "benefit". All of the above leads to the difficulty of proving the fact of committing a corruption offense.
Literature Review
There were several groups of sources at the disposal of researchers studying the problems of political corruption. First of all, the legal documents of the United Nations, the Council of Europe, containing the main directions of countering corruption and, in particular, of political corruption, were of great interest.
Documents of international organizations such as GRECO and Transparency International should be noted especially. For over a decade, GRECO has been conducting research of the laws of member countries to identify corruption risks, develops recommendations for improving anti-corruption legislation, and also conducts research, evaluating the effectiveness of made changes.
The third group of sources consists of national legal acts. The legislation of the countries of the European Union, Serbia, Russia and some other states was analyzed. Exploring certain types of political corruption, an important source was freely available financial reports of political parties, their program documents. approach is hardly justified at the present stage. Electoral corruption is only a part, one of the types of political corruption, as well as illegal political financing, manifestations of favoritism and corruption in the civil service.
In accordance with the goals of political and corruptive actions, political corruption can be distinguished at the stage of conquest of power (in this case, indeed, this is electoral corruption) and at the stage of retaining power, where corruption is more widespread in terms of the number of acts 4 .
Electoral Corruption
Let us pay tribute to the tradition and consider in more detail corruption offenses in the framework of the electoral process. Electoral corruption is the provision of benefits to certain political parties, political groups, restriction of political competition and unlawful use of resources to distort the results of free will of citizens. In this case, the subjects are political parties, candidates for elected positions and persons interested in obtaining a certain "illegal result" or "lawful result" obtained by unlawful actions. It is worth noting that in this case only electoral activity of political parties is considered, that is, aimed at the realization of its main goal -the struggle for power. The danger of electoral corruption lies in the fact that the absence of an adequate response and ineffective struggle against this type of corruption leads to the deformation of the country's electoral system.
The main risks are established in order of financing election campaigns of parties and individual candidates. There are the features of this type of financing: the strictly targeted nature of the provision and spending of funds, the temporary nature -only during the election campaign, the special procedure for monitoring the implementation of legislation.
Sources of electoral funding, as a rule, are the party's own funds (including cases of nomination of candidates from the party, for example, nomination for the presidency) or individual candidates and donations. Donations are a type of gift contract, its subject is cash and other property. Donations must correspond to two principles: voluntariness and gratuitousness 5 .
For the purpose of counteracting electoral corruption, the legislator provides the creation of a special "electoral" fund to which all funds of parties / candidates are transferred. Attraction and expenditure of funds outside the electoral fund is prohibited. The laws of many states have defined such acts as criminal offenses.
Another type of electoral corruption is the bribing of voters, for example, creating conditions for the voter dependence (material and other) on his electoral behavior. There are criminal liability for falsifying electoral documents (article 142 of the criminal code) or election results (article 142.1), and unlawful issuing and receiving a ballot paper (article 142.2) in Russia.
It is worth noting that, being illegal in its legal nature, not all acts related to electoral corruption are provided as administrative offenses or criminal offenses. An example is the abuse of administrative power resources: the initiation of inspections by regulatory authorities against political opponents. Such inspections are carried out within the framework of the existing legislation, but they pursue other goals, for example, intimidation, obstruction of activity. Another example is the abuse of institutional resources.
Particular political parties or candidates may be provided with belonging to the state (municipality) buildings, premises, etc. on more favorable terms during the election campaign. It is necessary to note the abuse of the information resource -"loyal" political parties / candidates are given airtime on more favorable terms, more than the prescribed amount for free access to the state media.
Thus, the most effective mechanism for countering electoral corruption can be the gradual improvement of legislation in this area on the basis of the transparency principle. The creation of the most transparent, open procedure for holding elections, clear requirements for candidates, election campaigns and, of course, the procedure for attracting and spending financial resources, contributes to minimizing corruption risks. However, such measures are hardly sufficient. It is necessary to provide citizens with access to information, to carry out measures on political and legal education of citizens in order to create an intolerant attitude of society towards corruption in general and political corruption in particular. Electoral corruption can be reduced only when it is not legitimate.
The paradox is that parties, as an institution of civil society and according to the goals of their creation and activity, should be the subject of the state's anti-corruption policy.
Illegal Political Financing
Analyzing this type of political corruption a central place is given to the parties. So, political financing or political investment is the legal or illegal financing of the current activities of political parties. In this case, we are talking about the current activities of the parties. They are created and operate continuously, carrying out ongoing, economic activities, conducting advocacy work, attracting supporters. In modern conditions, the effectiveness of parties is determined by their ability to attract financial resources in the proper amount. In these circumstances, the task of states is to implement the legal regulation of party financing, helping reduce corruption risks to the maximum possible minimum.
The study showed that there are three models of party funding in the world today. The first is characterized by a high proportion of "private funds" in budget formation. As a rule, these are the countries of the Anglo-Saxon legal family. For example, the dominant approach in the UK is that parties are free to attract money and other financial resources without limiting their volume; the second model, on the contrary, reflects the predominance of the role of the state in the party budgets formation (Russia, Spain). The legislator proceeds from the fact that the excessive influence of "private funds" leads to increasing of political corruption and the party independence loss in making political decisions. And finally, the third model is an attempt to preserve a certain balance of two main sources of party funding (with a certain degree of conditionality, Germany can be called).
So, let's dwell on state financing. It is carried out directly -the provision of subsidies, and indirectly -free airtime, tax incentives, exemptions for postage, etc. For example, income received from the state budget, donations are not subject of corporate income tax (Cyprus, Russia, Italy and others), the provision of exemptions for postage (Cyprus, Italy, Spain, Russia), the provision of state-owned buildings / premises for meetings, congresses and other events held by political parties.
There is unanimity in the scientific literature concerning indirect party funding. This kind of party support is necessary because of their special significance for society, for providing equal conditions and opportunities for the development of political competition. On the contrary, controversy regarding direct state funding does not abate. On the one hand, state financing sets itself the task of creating conditions for the existence of a multi-party system as an institution of democracy and a guarantee of political pluralism. Public funds also serve as a mechanism for limiting the excessive influence of private investment on political parties and, in particular, on the political decisions that they make or lobby later. On the other hand, the threat of the nationalization of political parties and the loss of their independence is created. Moreover, such obligations are a burden, because the relevant funds can be spent on more urgent social needs of the country. Let us pay attention to the fact that the procedure for determining the volume of party state financing is established with legislative acts adopted by parliament. Thus, parliamentary parties may pursue private interests, rather than state ones. In this regard, the experience of Germany seems to be interesting, where changes of the size of state subsidies to parties come into effect after the next regular elections to the federal legislature. Each of these arguments is reasonable, but it still seems that direct government funding can be an effective mechanism to counter political corruption, take into account certain conditions. First of all, government funding must comply with the principle of reasonableness, as stated in the PACE Recommendation 1516 (2001) "On financing political parties". In other words, the size of state support should correspond to the required amount of subsidies for parties to achieve their statutory goals, but should not lead to "breaking ties between political parties and its electorate" 6 .
There is hardly any formula for determining the amount of public financing that would help to establish a balance between private and public financing. The task of each state is to determine the most optimal amount of public funding. In general, it seems unacceptable cases when government subsidies become the budget-forming source of party funding.
Such a source of party funding as donations is extremely important for the formation of party budgets. A donation is a gift agreement, the subject of which is the transfer of a batch of a certain amount of money or property from individuals and / or legal entities. A feature of the donation is that it has a strictly target character. Donors provide funds for the implementation of the statutory goals and objectives of the parties. Another characteristic feature is a special subject composition of such legal relations. Lawmakers proceed from the need of strict regulation and to determine the circle of persons who are granted the right to make donations. The fact is that donors are often not driven with altruistic motives, but with the desire to influence the current activities of parties and the decisions that they make. Anonymous donation is generally prohibited. Taking into account the peculiarities of the legal status of parties, they are obliged to disclose information about donors, what is consistent with the principle of transparency of political parties. It is also prohibited to transfer donations to foreign states, legal entities and individuals, international organizations, state (municipal) authorities, religious organizations, legal entities with a significant share of state participation and others. In some countries, it is also prohibited to act as a party donor for legal entities in general (France).
The scope of donations is also limited. For Russia, Spain, Cyprus, Germany and other countries such restrictions are typical. But in Britain, for example, the prevailing approach is that such restrictions do not contribute to the development of democracy and political competition.
It is interesting to consider the possibility of providing sponsorship to a political party. Sponsorship can be used to bypass prohibitions and restrictions of donations. Analysis of the legislation of European countries showed the existence of three approaches to the legal regulation of sponsorship. According to the first (Russia, Belgium, partly Germany), the law does not mention this institution. The second approach is based on a total ban on sponsorship of political parties. For example, the Organic Law "On the Financing of Political Parties" adopted in 2007 provides for the prohibition of payment for goods, works and services by third parties in the interests of a political party 7 . Another example is Serbian legislation on the financing of political parties, prohibiting "indirect" donation 8 . The third approach is typical for the UK, where sponsorship is equivalent to donations and is assistance aimed at reimbursing the costs of organizing and / or holding meetings, conferences, seminars and other events; production and distribution of printed materials in the interests of political parties; conducting research on behalf of the party 9 .
In our opinion, in the interests of countering political corruption, the most reasonable is the latter approach, which allows parties to attract the necessary resources to carry out a political struggle. At the same time, revenues from this source should be open and subject to control by both the state and society.
It is worth noting that, thanks to the research of legislation in various fields in order to identify corruption risks, conducted by GRECO, recommendations to improve the legal regulation, including party funding, were made. Almost all of these recommendations are reflected in legal acts. The transparency principle was named as one of the most effective tools to combat political corruption. The implementation of this principle, for example, consists of fixing the obligation of parties to keep financial accounting, as well as publish reports for the general public. Such reports reflect the size of the attracted funds, indicating the sources, the composition of the property, the amount and purpose of spending the funds, and other data.
In this case, we can talk about the presence of some control by civil society. According to the existing international recommendations in the field of ensuring the transparency of financing political parties, the financial report must meet four fundamental criteria: 1) Periodicity. Financial reports of political parties should be submitted to authorized bodies at regular intervals, which should be reasonably short. In accordance with Art. 13 Recommendations REC 2003 (04) financial reporting documents should be provided for auditing "at least once a year" 10 . The laws of many countries comply with these recommendations. For example, according to French law, reports of political parties are compiled annually and must be submitted to the authorized bodies within the six months following the reporting period 11 .
2) Openness to the general public 12 (Access to Information about Political Finance, from www.aceproject.org). Access to information about the sources of party funding and its volume makes it possible to study and analyze them by society and civil society institutions. Along with this, it is worth noting that in many European countries, financial reports of parties are subject to the control and supervision by independent authorities. However, the In some states, along with the audit of financial statements, there is also a mandatory audit of the activities of parties, in particular, in Cyprus and Russia. As a rule, a compulsory audit is conducted in relation to the financial statements of those parties that have the right to receive state funding. For example, in Cyprus, a similar control is carried out in respect of all political parties, which is quite reasonable, because all parties have the right to state funding. In Russia, only parties that overcome the 3% barrier of votes based on the results of the election of deputies to the State Duma and the President of Russia have the right to receive state subsidies. Today there are only four parties represented in the legislative branch of power. At the same time, the obligation to conduct an audit is provided if the party was able to attract more than 60 million rubles in donations for the year. Despite of the positive aspects of the introduction of the mandatory audit requirement, the requirement to disclose the audit report to the company is not provided. We believe that such report is provided by the parties to the authorized party funding control body. We assume that it is necessary to publish an audit report for the interests of developing transparency in the activities of parties.
3) Completeness and detail. The data displayed in the statements should reflect the sources and volumes of income and / or expenses, the composition of the property and the obligations of the parties. Disclosure of party donor data is equally important. In a number of states, reporting includes data on persons who have provided loans / credits for parties, as well as the terms of such agreements. Exactly loans are often used to circumvent the legislative limitation of the volume of donations, as well as the circle of persons who are granted the right to act as donors. It is worth emphasizing that reporting is provided not only by the party itself, but also by its regional offices to the territorial office of the authorized body.
4) The financial report should be understandable 15 . In this case, we are faced with a rather evaluative concept -"understandable". We believe that we can proceed from the rule of the "average person", i.e. a person with average abilities, having an average level of knowledge and education, i.e. not a specialist in finance, accounting, etc. The reporting form is different in different states, however, as a rule, it is a tabular form, which facilitates the perception of information.
An important guarantor of the implementation of legislation in the field of party funding is the possibility of bringing political parties and its officials to justice. We are talking about administrative liability, for example, for violation of the deadlines for the submission of a financial report to the authorized body, violation of the mandatory audit deadlines, use of funds in violation of the procedure for submitting them, and their unlawful provision. Although in this case sometimes we encounter the parties 'constitutional legal responsibility: regular non-provision of financial reports, for example in Russia, it is the basis for suspending the activities of the party, and in case of repeated violation -its liquidation.
Thus, it can be stated that today the legal regulation of the financing of political parties is extremely important for countering corruption. After all, the involvement of parties in corrupt relations in many countries led to a crisis of their legitimacy. According to a study conducted in 2013 16 in 55 out of 107 countries political parties are named as the most corrupt institutions.
Favoritism
Favoritism can be called another type of manifestation of political corruption. It means a deliberately hypertrophied assessment of the positive qualities of a person, what leads to unreasonable and / or unlawful advancement of his interests to the detriment of the interests of public service and public interests. From this definition, we can distinguish features of favoritism: guilt (the person choosing his "favorite" knows for sure about the wrongful act), the wrongful goal (promotion of the person in the service is not of the interests of the service, but it's personal, self-serving or other motives, with "exaggerated" assessment of the qualities and qualifications of the candidate) negative consequences (they may be different, for example, reduced motivation 13 Biezen, Ingrid van, (2003) of employees, reduced quality of duty due to the fact that the person holding the position does not meet the requirements, lack of initiative, etc.). Favoritism is a fairly broad concept. If we try to analyze what lies at the basis of the "hyper-assessment", the reasons why not the "most worthy" person got promotion or appointment, then certain types of favoritism can be identified. The reasons why a person can become a "favorite" form the classification of the types of favoritism: 1) Nepotism, as the most common, and perhaps the most obvious manifestation of favoritism, is considered to be the provision of certain advantages, when a public servant takes a certain position, based on kinship ties. The legislation of many states prohibits the employment of posts, which will lead to the direct subordination of one person to another. However, this restriction applies only to posts that are strictly subordinate. As for posts that are not formally interrelated, there is no obvious (open) nepotism here, just as the opposite cannot be said with confidence.
2) The provision of certain benefits to person, depending on the community of their places of birth, places of residence.
3) The provision of certain benefits to person, depending on his belonging to a certain nationality, religion, ideology, etc.
We emphasize once again that favoritism is a provision of benefits to persons, who obviously do not meet the requirements for a candidate for a particular position. Promotion of someone in the service is not favoritism. Complying with the law, one can hardly talk about favoritism, but rather about some sympathy, which is due to human nature.
The danger of favoritism is expressed in the fact that it leads to inefficient personnel decisions (appointment of a person who does not meet the requirements), it can lead to an outflow of promising employees and lack of initiative of employees, who do not see growth prospects. Another problem is the irresponsibility of the favorites, who enjoy a certain "patronage" 17 .
As the most effective methods of countering this form of political corruption, we again see openness, transparency of the electoral process, as well as the presence of qualification requirements for candidates for a particular civil service position. Today, the competitive basis of occupying a position is widely used, the creation of competitive commissions, whose task is to make decisions collectively.
Corruption Offenses in the State Civil Service
Another type of political corruption is corruption in the civil service. This group of corrupt practices is extremely extensive. The laws of the states have their own characteristics, therefore it is not possible to disclose all possible corpus delicti of offenses in this work.
Speaking of this form of political corruption, we primarily mean "the use by a person in a public office, entrusted to him of state authority and rights, official position and status in the state power system, the status of a public authority that he represents in order to illegal gain of personal and (or) group, including in favor of third parties, political benefit (political enrichment)" 18 .
Speaking about the fight against this type of corruption, it is necessary to point out such a way to control the activities of civil servants as providing them with information about expenditures and incomes, as well as with respect to existing property 19 . The international organization of the Group of States against Corruption (GRECO), conducting research of the legislation of states on the subject of corruption risks, has repeatedly stressed the importance of including such a requirement in national regulatory legal acts.
Today, such a rule is present in almost all European countries, and similar requirements have been introduced in Russia. Such reports are provided for the calendar year by persons occupying certain positions in the system of state (in a number of countries -municipal) services, and also provide information on income and expenses in respect of spouses and minor children. Such a system is also not a panacea and has been repeatedly criticized. However, in this case we have the opportunity to conduct some kind of public control.
It is worth noting that for violation of the requirements of the legislation on the timing and procedure for providing information about the incomes of a public servant and his family members, as a rule, measures of legal liability are provided (most often administrative and disciplinary). In this case, the presumption of guilt, i.e. the provision of false information is considered as an intentional act.
Concluding Remarks
In conclusion, we note that it is difficult to counteract corruption, including political, only with legal means. Experience shows that it is impossible to achieve the desired result only through an effective legal framework, granting broad powers to law enforcement agencies, while the socio-economic conditions contributing corruption and its prosperity are not eliminated. Predominantly punitive forms of fighting corruption do not lead to success.
Attempts to create systemic barriers to the spread of corruption have a long history. However, no Western or Eastern state has really defeated corruption by the moment. The most effective measure of countering corruption is to prevent it. Preventive means of state and non-state institutions are still a priority to all other measures to countering corruption. In modern period, states, guided by the recommendations presented in international regulatory legal acts, created national legal framework for countering corruption. But an important issue is the implementation of the entire system of anti-corruption measures (legal, economic, social, political) , as well as the quality of their implementation. This is evidenced by the rating of states in the countering corruption 20 . The corruption index in different countries shows not only the scope of corruption, but to a greater extent indicates the effectiveness of states struggling against corruption in the domestic space.
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